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REMARKS 

AppUcimlH rcspcclfully request reconsideration and allowance of the above-identified- 
patent application. CUmiis 58-75. 77-89. and 92-104 remain pending, of which claims 58 and 94 
arc independent uiQthod claim.-, with corresponding ind«3i>endent computer program product 
claims 99 and 73 respectively. In addition, new independent method claims 105 and 106 have 

been added in thi^ action. 

The Office Action (hereinafter simply referred to as the "Office Action"), mailed 
Scplembcr 9, 2005, considered and rejected claims 58-75, 77-89 and 92-104. Claims 58-69, 71- ■■ 
75, 77-83. 85-89 and 92-104 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
/}/*>Avmrfcr (U.S. ratcnl No. 6.177.931) in view of Nishi (U.S. Patent No. 6,681,395). Claims 70 
and 84 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Alexander in view of 
Nishi as applied lo claims 65. 79 respectively, and further in view of Kmdson et at. (U.S. Patent 
No, 6,526,577). ^ 

In the previous action, Ihc paiding independent Claim 58 was amended to include ti\e 
cluirtfcnt of aiitomiUically (williout user intervention) selecting one of the plurality of distinct user, 
interlace tcinplatcs for use in customizing display of the video program and the chat 
conmnmicalion based on at Iciist one of (i) an episode of a television scries included in the video 
proi>ram, (ii) a television scries corresponding to the video program, (iii) a television network fjl 
affilialc providinfi the video program, or (iv) a network providing the video program. Similar ^ 
elements were atklcd lo Claims 73, 94, and 99. It was argued thai the combination of Alexander, ^ 
mith and Ktwdson does not teach or suggest that the user interfaces arc automatically selected > , 
wilhoLit uscrinlorvcnttou. ^ 

'J hc Oftlcc Aclioii, however, rejects this argument by staling that Alexander disclose.'; 00 
mtlomalically (without user inleivcmion) selecting one of the plurality of distinct user interface m 
templates for use in customizing display of the video program and the chat communication. To • O 

-o 



' AKlioii'jli ilic prior art .Mams jmd some of Uie assertion-S made wilh regard lo ihe cited an is not being ehalleneed at 
' ^ . lilts liniLCiuaMnmch ,t! il is nor necessary foliowinB ihc anieiidmcnts and remarks made herein, which disiinguish thu 
■ ' cljitn.-. frotn (he orn;coi d. Applicants reserve the right to challenge the prior ait status and as-scrtioiw made with 
• r, '.■ a-jiai.l U> the citcci m% a.S well ."is any (>mcial notice, wliich was taken in the last office action, at any appiopnaie limc 
in ihc future, shonid the mhcd arise, such as, for example in a .subsequent amendniem or dunng prosecution oi a 
rcUicil application. Accortlinr.ly. Applicants' decision not to respond to any purlicular assertions or rejections in 
•: • . ihi.-i paper should not be construed a'l Applicant acquiescing to said assertions or rejectioas. 
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'. siH)p«xt Ibis conieution. Ihc Office Aclion cites colunin 14, line 48- cohmiu 15, line 31 of 
' Afcxancler. The cited porlitm discloses that "[l]he EPG formats oii-scrccn notifications to the • 
i viewer and displays the nolificalioit to the viewer. The on-screen notification can be used to 
i, alert Ihc viewer to any luimber of pcssiblc ilcms of information." Further, 'W the television is 
I in television mode, the iiolincation can be displayed in a number of ways including ... 3.) The 
! real time program video is aiito.natieaJly changed to a PIP foi-mat and the notification data i.«; 
; displayed outside of the Pit' window; 4.) Tlie real time prognun video is automalically changed 
! ton Pir formatandthcnotificatioiidataisdisplaycdinsideoftl-jePlPwindow." 

Applicants respectfully traverse this argument for at least the reason thai Alexander docs 
not disclose every clement of Claim 58. Ahxamler does not disclose, for example, automatically 
and wilhout user inlcrvcntion, sclectinfi one of the plurality of distinct user interface templates 
for use in ciistoinbJnR ilisplay of Uic video program and the chat communication (emphasis 
.lildcd). The cited section o( Alexander, as cited above, teaches that the receipt of an on screen 
notiilcation may cause a change in how the EPG is viewed on the screen. For example, 
Aleximder slates that the on screen notification may he used to notify a viewer that the EPG will 
bcL'Jn to record a pi ogrnm at a givon lime or that the user should change tho cliannel (coluinn 14, 
lines 53.67). The notification and possibly any presently viewed video programming will 
.<iubscf|u<'ntly bo displayed in the EPG in a number ofpossible di ffcrent ways. 

However, Ihc on screen notification is not chat communication. Chat communication, by 
its very nature, must be a two-way comnamioation or no chat can occur. Li other words, fchat 
communication is both received and sent. The on-screen notification, in eontrasl, is only a one- 
way communication thai alerts a viewer of some infonnation. Even using a very broad 
inicnirelation of the on-screen notification, it cannot reasonably be maintained, based on how the 
on screen notification is di.-^closcd in Alexander, that the on screen notification is elnit 
eonmuiriication. Aleximder simply does not teach or suggest lhal the on screen notification is 
' ', two-way communicatian ;iR is required for chat communication. ITius. even if Alexander teaches 
• ' . ihv use of templates for noli fication (which the Applicants do not concede, but is presented here 
\. ;.-! ■ for pmpcses ofargunienl only), Alexander would teach the use of a template for customizii\g 
• • • . j' uiisplaylof an on -scrcon notincalion and video program. Accordingly, Alexander docs not teach 
f I or sugjjcst automaticnily selecting one of tiw plurality of distinct user interface templates for use 
.;• : in customizing display of (he video prognini aixd the chat communication. 
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In addition, AU-xander .liscloses that the user interfaces arc sekctcd with user 
inlcrvcntion. For example. Alexander discloses tliat mer requests how the Grid euide will 
occupy the scrcea (column 7, lines 18-30). This user selection tlien defines how all video and . 
text will suhr,cquently be displayed by the EPG on the screen. Accordingly. Alexander impUes 
that (he initial user request dctennincs how Ihe notification will subsequently be displayed by the 
EPG on the screen. Tims Aloxamlcr docs not leach or suggest selecting one of the plurality of 
distinct user interface templates for use in customizing display of the video program and the chat 
connnunicalion without user intervention. 

The OfTicc Aciion also cites column 18. lines 57-67 for additional support ihat Alexander 
discloses automatically and without user intervention selecting a user interface template, This 
portion o[ Alexander discloses tliat a user (i.e.. the viewer), while watching a news broadcast, 
selects a service icon which connects Uie EPG to a website. A search engine is available for the 
user to use in luvther exploration of the internet. Applicants respeetftilly point out that tliis cited 
cxrtmpic clearly sliows thai the user intervenes as the user selects the service icon and navigates 
the internet. 

In addition, if, for arguments sake and not conceding the point, the appearance of the 
service icon constitutes automatically selecting a user interface template in that the EPG display 
has changed, ihi.s still does not read on Claim 58. A service icon is not chat communication for 
.-.t least the rcn.-5on3 previously discussed (eg., a service icon is not two-way communication) and • ^ 
so Ihe purporied user interface tcniplalc can not customize display of video progi am and chat ^ 

. CO 

conitnunicalion. —\ 

[nirlher, the scivicc icon may be automatically displayed without even using a display ^ 
template. U is well known to those skilled in the art that Uierc arc many ways to display a service ^ 
icon on a screen without the u.se of templates. For example, the RPG may be hard coded 1o 
display ihc service icon any tin\e a news broadcast is received. The haul coding would cause the 
display of (ho icon without having the EPG select one of a plurality of display templates as is 
ruouircd by Claim 58. ^ 
The Office Aciion further cites column 26, line 57-column 27, line 2 for additional -g 



. • support llKit Akxmdcr discloses automatically and without user intervention selecting a user 
' • ,i' •• interface template. Applicants again respectfully disagree. If, for arguments sake and not 
■ conceding the point, the appearance oF the panel advertisements constitutes automatically 
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' selecting a user interface icniplnlc in that the EPG display has changed, this slill does not read on 
Claim 58. As with the service icon, panel advert iseraen Is arc not chat communication for at least 
the rciisons previously discussed (e.g., panel advertisements are not two-way communication) 
onJ so the purpoilcd user inlcrfacc template can not customize display ofvidco progiam and.chat 
coinntvM)ic£itiou. 

For the forgoing reasons, Alexander does not disclose every clement of Claim 58. 
Indcpcndonl Claims 73, 94, and 99 have elements similar to diose discussed above with regard to 
Claim 58. Accordingly, Alexander does not disclose every clement of independent Claims 73, 
94, and 99 for at least those reasons stated above with rcgaixi to Claim 58. In addition, since the 
pending dependent claims vnrioiisly depend from independent Claims 58, 73, 94, and 99, 
Akxamhr does disclose every clement of the dependent claims for at least those reasons stated 
above with regard to Claim 58. 

New Claims 

Applicants have added new independent Claim 105. Independent claim 105 includes 
slmiU\r clement?; to pending independent Claim 58, with the added clement of creating a chat' 
rooni that is associated with iiic received video progi^um. This new clement is supported, for 
example, in the specification page 20, second pamgraph where it is disclosed that a chat room 
may be created upot» rapicst of a cliJit client. This new element is not tauglit or suggested by d^e 
, combination of Akxandcr, Nishi, and Knudson. 

Applicants have also added new indqicndcnt Claim 106, hidepcndent claim 106 includes ' CD 
siniihir elements to pendini; independent Claim 58 with the added clement of shutting down tlic ^ 
chat room upon complclion of the video program. This new clement is supported, for example, 
in tho spcoidcalion at j^age 21. second pai agn^p^ where it is disclosed that the chat room may be < 

!; 

r- 
m 



UMil.ilcrally closed. This new clement is not taught or suggested by the combination of 
Alexander^ Nulti, and Kniufsou. 

Rased on 31 least the foregoing reasons, therefore, Applicants respectfully submit that the 
cited prior art fails to make obvious Applicants* invention, as claimed for example, in ^ 
• indeivcndcnt Claims 58, 73, 94, 99, 105, and 106, Applicants note for the recoixl that the remarks O 
• ' above render Ihe remuinlng rejections of record for the independent and dependent claims moot, -< 
: . and ihUvS addrciising individual rejections or assertion with respect to the teachings of the cited art 
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is iinncccssury al the prascnl lime, but may be undertaken in Ihe future if necessary or desirable, 
=. and ApplicaiHs reserve Ihc right to do so. 

In the event tliat ihc Examiner finds remaining impediment to a prompt allowance of this 
applicalion tliat may be clarificcl through a telephone interview, ihe Examiner is requested to 
cont^ict the undersigned Hllomcys, 



Dated this 16'^ of November, 2005. 



l'i»A')u(JOOl)I<!tjyVoOI 



Respectfully submitted, 




RICK NYDEGGER 
Registration No. 28,651 
ADRIAN J.LEE 
Regis ti-ati on No. 42,785 
Attorney?; for Applicant 
Customer No. 047973 
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